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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION
AT RI CHMOND, FEBRUARY 23, 2001
APPLI CATI ON OF

VERI ZON VIRG NI A INC. f/k/a
BELL ATLANTIC — VIRG NI'A; | NC. CASE NO. PUC990101

For approval of its Network
Services Interconnection Tariff,
S.C.C.-Va.-No. 218

ORDER

Verizon Virginia Inc. ("Verizon Virginia" or "the Conpany")
f/k/a Bell Atlantic — Virginia, Inc., filed a collocation
services tariff on May 29, 1999, which was approved by the State
Cor poration Comm ssion ("Conmm ssion™) on an interimbasis on
June 25, 1999, and further approved on an interi mbasis after
revisions filed Septenber 17, 1999, May 17, 2000, and
Novenber 21, 2000.

On Decenber 20, 2000, the Conm ssion entered an O der
providing for further conmrent by February 2, 2001, on the | atest
revision filed Novenber 21, 2000, and directing Verizon Virginia
to file with the Conmi ssion the settlenment agreenent referenced
in the Conpany's Novenber 3, 2000, letter.

Al so on Decenber 20, 2000, Verizon Virginia filed a Joint
Petition for Approval of Settlenent Agreenent Addressing

Col | ocation Rates, Terns and Conditions ("Settlenment Agreenent")


http://www.state.va.us/scc/contact.htm#General

on behal f of itself, AT&T Comruni cations of Virginia, Inc.,

Worl dCom Inc., and Sprint Communi cations Conpany of Virginia,
Inc. Verizon Virginia states that the parties to the Settl enent
Agreenent were able to resolve all the collocation rate el enents
at issue in this proceeding, as well as nmany non-price terns and
conditions. The parties to the Settl enent Agreenent proposed
that the agreed upon rates, terns and conditions be adopted and
incorporated into Verizon Virginia' s collocation tariff. 1In
addition, these parties request the initiation of alimted
proceedi ng to address the renmining unresol ved i ssues. However,
t he Conmi ssion recognizes that not all parties to this
proceedi ng are participants in the Settl enent Agreenent.

Therefore, upon consideration of the foregoing and because

of the conplexity of the issues in this case, the Conmi ssion is
of the opinion that other interested parties should have an
opportunity to conment on the Settlenent Agreenment and provide
any suggestions on how to proceed with both the Settl enent
Agreenent and the remaining issues in this case. Such parties
are requested to file conments on or before March 27, 2001
that, at a mninmum address the foll ow ng questions:

(1) How should the Comm ssion proceed with this case,
given that not all parties to this case have agreed on
the ternms of the Settlenent Agreenent?

(a) Should the Comm ssion hold either an evidentiary

heari ng and/or oral argunent on this Settlenment
Agreenent wherein all parties may have an



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

opportunity to express their views on the
Settl| enent Agreenent?

(b) Should the Comm ssion consider adopting the
Settl ement Agreenent only for the parties to the
Agreenent and require these parties to
i ncorporate such in their interconnection
agreenents instead of nodifying an intrastate
tariff that is applicable to all carriers?

Should all the parties in this case be required to
attenpt to reach settlenment before the Commi ssion
proceeds further?

Can the Comm ssi on adopt provisions of the proposed
Settl ement Agreenent, which may al so be applicable to
parties not included therein, given that sone of these
provisions may conflict with its earlier Orders in
this case, i.e., that the interimrates are subject to
ref und?

| f the Comm ssion approves the terns of the Settl enent
Agreenent, how should it identify and proceed on al
unresol ved issues pertinent to all parties in this
case, not just those issues identified by the

Settl ement Agreenent participants?

(a) Should all the parties be required to file a |ist
either jointly or independently regarding the
remai ni ng out standi ng i ssues?

(b) Should the Comm ssion request new comments on al
the identified outstanding issues and provide for
an opportunity for hearing on these issues?

Does the Conm ssion need to determ ne that the
proposed Settlenment Agreenment neets the requirenents
of the Tel ecommuni cati ons Act of 1996 and/or all FCC
rules and requirenents related to collocation before
it can be approved either as a negotiated settl enent
between the parties or as revisions to an intrastate
tariff under this Comm ssion's jurisdiction?

| f the Comm ssion does not approve this Settl enent
Agreenment, how should it identify and proceed with al
the outstanding issues in this case?



(7) If the Settlenment Agreenent is not adopted by the
Comm ssi on, should Verizon Virginia be required to
submt new cost studies reflecting only Virginia-
specific costs as recomended by the Staff in its
report in this case, filed on Cctober 27, 19997
We intend to proceed expeditiously toward resol ution of
t hese col l ocation issues and hope that the coments received
frominterested parties will assist us in reaching that goal.
In the interim we encourage Verizon Virginia to work with the
carriers not included in the Settlenent Agreenent to try to
resol ve the remaini ng i ssues between them
Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED THAT:
(1) On or before March 27, 2001, interested parties may
file cooments with the Comr ssion on the Settl enent Agreenent.
(2) On or before April 17, 2001, Verizon Virginia and the
other parties to the Settlenment Agreenent nmay file comments on
the questions raised herein and reply to any comments filed by

interested parties.

(3) This matter is continued generally.



